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. Artchil represents thls invasion as one of the ** heroic deeds " of
T‘eimuraz himself :— :

522, 1-3. Hence I went to ‘ cis-Arasia,” this I devastated and plllaged
The disloyal and the disobedient, these I punished and ruined.

The real circumstances of this invasion are explained by Gorgijanidze
in his History. He states that Levan Dadiani, Alexandre, King of
Imeret‘i, and the Meskhs, K‘art‘s, and Kakhs took part in this in-
vasion ; he also lays particular stress on the council which the Armenian
Cathohcos of Gandzasar had given to T‘eimuraz: ** You have at your
disposal the forces of seven Georgia, and I will place at your service
another 40,000 riflemen (!) March at their head on Tabriz, and let
them pillage Tabriz for the space of seven days. The loot you will reckon
to the forces as seven years’ salary and before the Shah has time to
muster his forces you will have replaced the Governors of Azerbaijan
with those of your own choice. Furthermore, bid me go to the Sultan
and I will arrange with him for still more troops to be sent to your aid.”

T‘eimuraz, however, rejected this ambitious and tempting plan ;
he no doubt knew what such a Turkish ‘ aid ”, under the then pre-
vailing conditions, would mean. The disappointed Armenian prelate
protested justly and with bitter sarcasm: ‘‘. . . The King of Iran
will see to it that you do not have another opportunity to muster a
similar army ! ”’

But T‘eimuraz would not listen ; he chose the better alternative,
moved from Ganja, and headed for Gori with Daud-Khan and the
Armenian Catholicos. At Gori ‘' he feasted Dadiani and the King of
Imeret'i and the Princes of the Meskhs . . . he hunted with them,
entertained them royally, and, presenting gifts to all of them, took
leave of them .

In one respect the Armenian Catholicos was right. A whole
century was to pass before a King of the Georgians was again able
to muster, in the same region, a large Georgio-Armenian force. It did
not become possible until Peter the Great’s invasion of Persia but like
T‘eimuraz, King Vakhtang VI did not attain his object.

6. EPILOGUE.

The invasion of the land *‘ on this side of the Aras ”’ cost T‘eimuraz
and Daud-Khan very dear. It was used as a pretext for handing
K'art'li to Khosrow-Khan or Rostom, of whom mention has been
made. Full of determination he arrived from Persia with a large suite,
a powerful army, and ample supplies of money. He achieved what his
father, Daud-Khan, brother of Svimon I, and also his kinsman Con-
stantine the Kakh—Kustendil-Khan, uncle of T‘eimuraz, had failed to
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achieve in their time, namely, Perso-Georgian accord or compromise.
He followed the policy of Svimon I, his uncle, Persia’s stubborn
supporter.

Daud-Khan (the Shirazian) was compelled to flee to Turkey.
As a result of his treachery towards Persia his entire family and that
of his brother, Imam-Quli-Khans’, was exterminated, and their
estates laid waste. ‘Shah Safi had Imam-Quli-Khan put to death,
together with his children, while the Daud-Khan’s children he had
castrated. . . . ” ‘It has been said of old that no good will accrue
to one who is false to his master,” concludes P‘arsadan, and this is his
last word on one of those turns of fate which greatly shocked con-
temporaries.

At that time the East India Company were trying to bring about
the weakening of the Portuguese influence. In 1622, with the help
of the Persians, they had destroyed their fortress on the island of
Ormuz ; now they wished to expel these rivals from Muscat (situated
across the water, on the coast of Arabia, in the Persian Gulf). On the
Persian side, we know, such matters came under the province of the
lord of Shiraz.

On the 27th January, 1633, the Company’s agents informed
their Board of a rumour to the effect that the forces of the “ Duke ”’
of Shiraz had been sent, by personal order of the Shah, against the
Georgians who had invaded and devastated Persian provinces ; they
had defeated Persian forces and taken prisoner the brother of the
lord of Shiraz. Whatever the source of the rumour, they knew that
Daud-Khan was Begler-beg of Ganja, and must at first have thought
he had fallen prisoner to the Georgians; for they could not as yet
have heard of his treachery.

In a letter dated 15th March, 1633, and addressed to the President
and the Board of the Company, at Surat, it is stated that ** the project
for Muscat is quite dissolved, as also the chief instrument, their
ancient friend, the Duke of Shiraz and his three sons, who were by this
King’s command in Cosbeen (Kasbin) most miserably executed.
Besides, all forces are bent towards the wars of Georgia, who lately,
upon some discontent with this King, made great insurrections in this
Kingdom ", that is in Persia.

On 24th March fuller information is sent by a captain from Gombrun
(on the sea coast) to the effect that the Khan of Shiraz and his three
sons were beheaded by the King of Persia, and their domain distributed
to others. ‘‘ Some of his sons,” the agent reports, ‘‘ are escaped to the
Arabs, and his brother, whose revolt to the Georgians was the cause
of this tragedy, is now up in arms with the people against him " (i.e. the
Shah). It is pointed out in the report that Turkey intended to move
against Baghdad, and that the Shah had not more than 10,000 troops.
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The Shah inspired $uch fear that none of the Princes dared to
appear before him, or send contingents to him. The East India
Company was thunderstruck. The cunning murder of the Khanlar
Khan is explained in the letter by the fact that although he did his
utmost to induce his brother (Daud-Khan) to return and submit to
the Shah, he failed ; and that on this account the enraged Shah had
him executed. '

The author of the report, an Englishman, also gives the reason
for Daud-Khan's treachery. He had once talked too freely at a banquet,
had been led away immediately, by order of the Shah, and beaten with
a stick. Insulted or fear stricken, Daud-Khan had fled to the Georgians.

This agrees in essence with the account of P‘arsadan Gorgijanidze,
who states that the Shah had once expelled Daud-Khan from the
banqueting hall out of respect for King Rostom (then Khosrow-
Mirza), and that the affront was more than Daud-Khan could tolerate.
‘“ He began, therefore, to send emissaries to T‘eimuraz "’ in order to
establish relations with him. The date of this incident is not known.
We find that, in 1626, Daud-Khan is still Persia’s sentinel in Georgia.
In an English letter, addressed to the East India Company and dated
- 19th May, 1626 (from Ispahan), it is stated that the Shah and the Khan
of Shiraz were sending large reinforcements to Baghdad, which had
been besieged for the past eight months by the Turks. ‘‘ The Georgians
stir little, being pent up by the brother of the Khan of Shiraz,” states the
letter in question ; while the Kurds, allies of the Turks, were harassing
the neighbourhood of Tabriz in order to compel the Persians to with-
draw part of their forces from Baghdad. It is evident how important
it was to keep the Georgians within their own bounds during these
complicated military operations, and this task was performed by Daud-
Khan.

When, in 1627, the English Ambassador saw Imam-Quli-Khan
in Shiraz, his political career was at its height, and his position un-
assailable. The humiliating treatment meted out to Daud-Khan must
have taken place after the ascension of Shah Safi in 1629. And as
Khosrow-Mirza or Rostom appears to have been the cause of his
disgrace, it may be assumed that the former, knowing of the friendship
between T'eimuraz, his rival, and the Shiraz brothers, may have
intrigued against them. The sequel was the treachery of Daud-Khan,
the devastation of Ganja and Qarabagh by the Georgians, and the
extermination of the Shiraz brothers. This treachery secured K‘art'li
for Rostom ; actually, it was his by right, for was he not a descendant
of the K‘art'lian kings ? Those of the Georgian grandees who knew of
his power and influence with Shah Safi, and who were themselves
advocates of Persian orientation, sided, of course, with Rostom.

Shah Safi, for his part, found in the treachery of Daud-Khan a
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pretext not only for placing K‘art'li and later the whole of Eastern
Georgia in reliable hands, but also for confiscation of riches and for the
‘reduction of Khanlar Khan’s huge domain ; he divided the latter into
ordinary Khanates.

The extermination of Imam-Quli-Khan and his family must have
taken place in February or March, 1633 (this is determined by the
dates of the afore-mentioned English documents), and the devastation
of Ganja and Qarabagh by the Georgians and the joint action of Daud-
Khan and T‘eimuraz, in 1632. King Rostom must also have acquired
K‘art'li in the same year (1632) v

To the English operating in the South of Persia, the sudden eclipse
of the ** Duke "’ of Shiraz must have been of great moment. Even the
Georgian ‘ tailpiece ”’ to this event was not devoid of interest for them.
The East India Company were informed by their representative, from
Shiraz, under the date of 28th to 30th September, 1633, that ‘‘ almost
the whole of Georgia (only K‘art‘li and Kakhet‘i should be under-
stood) now grows under this Emperor’s government, betrayed, as
report goes, by its own nobility, so that King Tamoris-Canne, with his
wife and children, was fain to fly to a place invincible where he remains
for better times

In fact, King Rostom was at this time approaching Tiflis, with
his loyal K‘art‘lian grandees and an Iranian army, commanded by
Rostom-Khan Saakadze; and T‘eimuraz, with no troops at his
disposal, no assistance forthcoming, could not risk a battle. He crossed
into Imeret‘i, where he stayed with King Alexandre. He lived, however,
to see ‘‘ better times "’ and again reigned in Kakhet‘i.?
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